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Rhonda Yarbour appeals the district court’s judgment affirming the final
decision of the Commissioner of Social Security determining that Yarbour was not
entitled to Supplemental Security Income payments under 42 U.S.C. § 423.

Initially, we hold that the district court did not err either by declining to
review the merits of a neuropsychological evaluation performed well after the ALJ
issued his written opinion or by failing to remand for the evaluation of that
evidence under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). Yarbour has failed to meet the requirements
that would entitle her to a remand for new evidence: (1) she has not shown that
there is a reasonable possibility that the new evidence would have changed the
outcome of the hearing, Mayes v. Massanari, 276 F.3d 453, 462 (9th Cir. 2001);
and (2) she has not shown good cause for her failure to present the evidence earlier,
Clem v. Sullivan, 894 F.2d 328, 332 (9th Cir. 1990).

Upon de novo review of the record, Ukolov v. Barnhart, 420 F.3d 1002,
1004 (9th Cir. 2005), we find persuasive the district court’s opinion and order
signed December 16, 2004. The Commissioner’s final decision that Yarbour was
not disabled from January 1, 1992, to November 29, 2001, was supported by
substantial evidence and free of legal error. Mayes, 276 F.3d at 458-59. If new
evidence establishes Yarbour’s disability as of some date thereafter, her only

recourse is to file a new application.



AFFIRMED.



